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Dear Mr. Santarellr* 

We have reviewed the way that selected States--Loulslana, 
Mlchrgan, Pennsylvanla, Texas, and Wrsconsln--have developed their 
comprehensive law enforcement plans and the extent to which the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Admlnlstratlon's (LEAA) appropriate policies 
and procedures facllltated development of adequate plans. Although 
most of our work was done during the earlrer years of LEAA's program, 
we believe the rnforrnatron En th1.s report will provide LEAA and the 
States a perspective from which to determrne the extent of progress 
in developing better plans. 

For fiscal year 1974, the five States reviewed received about 
$8.56 million for planning purposes under Part B of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended. 

Criminal Justice planning IS Important because of the end it 1s 
to serve- effective law enforcement According to LEAA, comprehensive 
law enforcement planning, based on State and local evaluations of law 
enforcement needs, IS an Indispensable requlslte for slgnlflcant prog- 
ress LIL crime preventron and control, increased public safety, and 

#effective utlllzatron of Federal and local funds. Comprehensive 
planning should also emphasize the unique needs of every part of the 
law enforcement system and recognize not only therr rnterrelatlonshrps 
but also their relatlonshlps with public programs and private mterests. 



LEAA has stated that the mere lnfuslon of money (Federal or 
other} does not Insure successful or effective actlon. Instead, 
well-defined and reallstrc goals, careful study and program design, 
proper allocation of resources, and appropriate techniques are 
necessary to guarantee desired results. 

The States' comprehensive plans are blueprlnts for the ample- 
mentatlon of programs to be financed wrth LEAA block grant funds 
provided under Part C of the Omnibus Crzme Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968, as amended It stands to reason, therefore, that to 
help Insure the best possible use of these funds, adequate and mean- 
lngful plans are essential. 

This review was concerned with the processes utlllzed In developing 
the plans and we did not determine whether the plans were serving their 
untended purposes However, during our review of the admlnlstratlon of 
the program to reduce crime in Mlnnesota-- conducted Jointly with your 
Office of Audit staff and the Minnesota Leglslatlve Audit Commlsslon-- 
we examined the development and use made of the State's plans. Those 
flndrngs were reported on January 21, 1974, (B-171019). Also, our 
recent report on Federally supported attempts to solve State and local 
court problems (B-171019, May 8, 1974) discusses dlfflcultles m the 
appllcatlon of the courts section of State plans. 

PLAN DEVELOPMENT IN THE 
STATES REVIEWED 

For the most part, the comprehensive law enforcement plans developed 
in the early years of the program by the States we revlewed were for- 
mulated from lnformatlon whsch was not based on In depth analyses of 
crlmlnal Justice problems and solutions. As a result, those plans were 
not useful guades for the orderly improvement of the States' crlmmal 
Justice systems. 

Comprehensive law enforcement planning was virtually a nonexistent 
dlsclpllne before the Congress passed the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act m 1968. Consequently, there was a lack of experienced 
Criminal JustIce planners As pointed out by a former Admlnlstrator of 
LEU in testimony before the Legal and Monetary Affairs Subcommittee of 
the House Committee on Government Operations In October 1971* 

"The Congressional mandate that comprehensive planning be 
undertaken was a concept of good IntentIon and good sense 
But legislative declarations, it goes without saying, are 
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not self-implementing The mandate had to be implemented 
by people-- some of whom had never even been In crlmlnal 
JustIce before, others of whom had never engaged an plan- 
ning and practically none who were experienced In crlmlnal 
justice planning." 

This lack of expertise, xn our opmlon, contributed to early 
problems in the development of State plans. The Wlsconsln State 
planning agency (SPA), for example, reRcrted 1.n its 1972 planning 
grant application to LEAA that there was a serious Lack of skills In 
the criminal Justice planning profession Our 1972 analysis of the 
previous employment histories and educatlonal backgrounds of 14 of the 
criminal Justice coordinators in Texas showed that three had no previous 
experience or training in law enforcement and planning and that one had 
only llmlted planning experience In Mlchlgan, the Justlflcatlon sup- 
porting a March 1972 request for contractor assistance In developing a 
multr-year crlmrnal JustIce plan stated that few SPA staff members had 
the basic skrlls necessary to direct long-range planning The Justifi- 
cation stated also that this effort would result In tralnlng staff 
members for such plannmg. 

As the States gained experience, they made, and are contlnulng to 
make, changes designed to make subsequent State plans more meaningful 
documents. Our observations on the manner In whzh earlier comprehenslve 
plans were developed, the manner in which the States have attempted to 
cope with some of the problems associated with their development, and 
our suggestions for further improvement follow. 

REGIONAL INPUT TO THE COMPREHENSIVE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT PLAN . 

For the most part, the lowest level of planning In the States 1s 
the regional planning unit There are certain exceptions, particularly 
large metropolitan areas, but In many Instances these areas have been 
designated as regional planning units. 

At the time the 1971 and 1972 plans were being developed, apparently 
@any local units of government did not believe that it was necessary for 
them to have planning capabllltles. After interviewing local offlclals 
in Wisconsin, for example, it was our general lmpresslon that they were 
not Interested In crlmrnal Justice planning, but were only Interested In 
getting their proJect appllcatlons for Federal fundxng approved. Also, 
information obtained In Pennsylvanla indicated that offlclals at the 
local level felt that their needs were so obvious that formal planning 
was not needed to identify them 
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Local input for the regional plan 1s obtained m various ways. 
In some regions the regional coordinator canvassed local units of 
government to obtain rnformation on their needs. One region's plan 
was based on limIted contacts and the views of the reglonal coordmator. 
In another region group meetings were used to obtain the views of local 
offic-La&, Also, the regional planning councils include representatives 
from localltles wEthIn the region which helps to insure local input to 
the regional plans. 

For the most part, local offlcraliXthat we intervrewed were 
satlsfred with the planning process, however, there was some dls- 
satisfaction. For example* 

--In Texas, 7 of 65 officials interviewed expressed 
Wssatlsfactlon with the plannmg process, SIX of 
the seven were from the same planning regron. The 
general recommendation of these officials was that 
cormnunlcation between them and the crlmrnal JustIce 
coordinator be Improved. About one-half of the budgeted 
costs included in that region's 1972 submlsslon were 
based on estimates by the coordinator and the staff. 
The coordinator advised us that projects in the plan 
resulted from assessments of local needs based on 
meetings with local officials; however, the meetings were 
not documented. 

--We interviewed 16 of the 33 members of one regional 
planning council In Mrchlgan. The region had received 
a cutback in its planning fund allocation because several 
of the counties in the region were approved for direct 
fundlng Some members felt this cutback had rendered 
the regional plannrng unit virtually useless. At the 
time of our vrsrt, the council--which used to meet 
monthly--had not met for about 8 months. For the 1972 
plan, the planning efforts of the regional council were 
limited to the submission of two programs related to 
training and education for crnmlnal Justice personnel 

t 
Because the SPAS generally rely on Input from regional planning units as 
the basis for formulating State-wide law enforcement plans, the quality 
and substance of the State plan 1s directly contingent upon the quality 
of the reglonal plans. Some of the reglonal plans were of questionable 
value because of the manner in which they were prepared. 

. 
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For example, the 1971 regronal plan for one region in Pennsylvanla 
was essentrally based on the sublective assessments and rough cost estl- 
mates of the regronal offlce staff In Wlsconsln, the acting reglonal 
planner at one of the reglonal planning unrts told us that every proJect 
appllcatlon he received went Into the reglonal plan In several States, 
certain offlcrals associated with the planning process referred to the 
reglonal plans as "shoppmg lists." It 1s doubtful whether plans pre- 
pared m this manner could have reflected the most slgnlflcant needs of 
the region. o.% 

As in the case of fund allocation, modlfrcatlons were also being 
made to the manner In which plans were prepared and data was collected 
at the regronal level. For example, a region rn Pennsylvania conducted 
hearings in November and December of 1971 to obtain current views on 
criminal. Justice problems and needs Representatives from more than 
70 agencies, institutions, departments, units of government, and community 
groups partxlpated After the hearings a commrttee consldered all 
rdentxfred needs and established prrorltles and gurdelrnes for the regron. 
This region's 1972 plan, therefore, was based on data obtained from local 
offlclals tempered by the prlorltles and guldellnes established by the 
reglonal planning councrl. 

In Wisconsin, a Committee on Reglonal Planning was establrshed after 
conslderable concern and opposrtlon to the proposed 1973 plan was expressed 
by representatives of regional crlmlnal Justice councils and local units 
of government. These representatives charged that there was lnsufficlent 
local input ln the preparation of the plan. This Cotnmlttee reported to 
the Governor in July 1973. Also, Wzsconsln's regional planning gurde 
for 1974 provLded for systematized Input from reglonal planning units In 
that State for the first time 

Texas informed us that Its guldellnes were improved for 1974 and 
expressed the belief that Texas has made an exceptional good faith effort 
to upgrade the quality of local planning. Texas stated that It believes 
lt should look to the local units of government and therr expressions of 
problems, needs, and solutions, rather than to superImpose Its own pre- 
rogatives or desires of what they think those problems, needs, and 
B riorities are Texas also informed us that the Council of Government 
where we found the dlssatlsfled local offzclals has since had a complete 
change of personnel. 

USE OF THE PLAN AS 
A GUIDE FOR ACTION 

r 
After LEAA approves the State plan, the SPA 1s to monitor Its 

implementation to insure that the programs, as funded, do not deviate 
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by more than 15 percent or by more than $5,000 from the amounts shown 
in the plan. Deviations In excess of these lrmrtatlons must be approved 
in advance by LEAA. The States Included m our review have obtained LEAA 
approval for a number of such devlatrons 

The following chart shows the dollar value of approved deviations 
in the five States we revlewed. 

8 

Loulslana 
Block grant award 
Dollar value of 

deviations 

Pennsylvania: 
Block grant award 
Dollar value of 

devlatrons 

Texas: 
Block grant award 
Dollar value of 

devratlons 

Wisconsin: 
Block grant award 
Dollar value of 

devlatlons - 

Mlchlgan: 
Block grant award 
Dollar value of 

devlatlons 

Fiscal year 
1970 funds 

$ 3,344,ooo 

325,000 

$10,591,000 

2,896,OOO 

$ 9,926,OOO 

3,943,ooo 

$ 3,795,ooo 

871,000 

$ 7,817,OOO 

note a 

Fiscal y:ar 
1971 funds 

$ 5,966,OOO 

818,000 

$19,532,000 

5,910,000 

$18,393,000 

5,409,ooo 

$ 7,309,ooo 

293,000 

$14,692,000 

note a 

Fiscal year 1972 
funds (as of 

Feb. 15, 1974) 

$ 7,315,ooo 

318,316 

$23,679,000 

854,148 

$22,480,000 

5,919,889 

$ 8,870,OOO 

736,000 

$17,819,000 

3,308,676 

Fiscal year 1973 
funds (as of 

Feb. 15, 1974) 

$ 8,485,OOO 

217,454 

$27,482,000 
I 

-o- ’ 

$26,091,000 

667,569 

$10,294,000 

393,000 

$20,681,000 

4,157,780 

#Note a: We did not obtain thus lnformatlon In Mlchlgan for 
fiscal years 1970 and 1971. 

Devratlons for the States for fiscal years 1970 and 1971, excluding 
Mlchlgan, amounted to 29.1 percent and 24.3 percent of the block grant 
funds awarded. Deviations for all States revlewed for fiscal years 1972 
and 1973 funds were 13 9 percent and 5 8 percent, respectively. However, 
deviation percentages for fiscal years 1972 and 1973 could be substantially 
understated since States have 3 years in which to obligate their block 
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grant awards. For example, fiscal year 1972 funds may be obligated 
until June 30, 1975, Therefore, addltlonal devlatlons from the plan 
could occur If changes are made prior to these dates 

In many instances program devlatlons can be lndlcatlve of good 
management rn that prlorltles may change after approval of the plan. 
The amount of the devlatlons, however, lndlcated to us that the plans 
had not been useful guides for the orderly improvement of the criminal 
Justice systems rn those States This was attrrbutable--at least In 
part--to the manner in which the plans had been developed. 

Many of the regional plannrng units in Pennsylvania submitted 1971 
plans that exceeded the amount of block grant funds that the SPA told 
them they could expect to receive. In adJusting for these excesses, 
the SPA did not ellmrnate lndlvldual programs on the basis of an analysis 
of their relative merit Rather, they reduced the estimated program costs 
on a proportlonate basis For example, If a region had overprogrammed by 
a total of 20 percent, all of the lndrvldual program cost estimates con- 
tanned in the region's plan would have been reduced by 20 percent to 
bring the plan in line with the 1971 fund allocation The technique 
was expedient, however, it treated all programs as having equal merrt 
and prlorrty This negated to some extent planning that had been done 
at the regional level Also, the SPA had to devise a plan for one region 
that had failed to submit the required data. 

Because of the manner In which the 1971 State plan was prepared, It 
could not be used effectively as a guide for action by the State To be 
able to use the plan as a guide, each regron would have had to use Its 
plan, as adJusted by the SPA, to control the types and costs of programs 
funded An SPA offrclal informed us, however, that the lmposrtlon of 
such a requirement would have been unrealistic conslderlng the effect of 
the pro rata reductions on the content of the regronal plans and the fact 
that the plans were generally based on Judgments rather than on any studies 
by the regional offlces 

Instead, the funds awarded wlthln each of the regions were controlled 
by the SPA to insure that regional allocations were not exceeded. Also, 
total f un d s awarded and expended by lndlvldual program categories were 
controlled In the aggregate to Insure thdt estimated funding levels set 
forth In the State plan were not exceeded beyond allowable llmlts without 
LEAA's prior approval 

Also, the State plans have been rather general rn nature The Texas 
SPA regional planning coordinator informed us that the program descrlptlons 
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m the Texas plan were lntentlonally broad SCJ as not to exclude the 
fundmg of any valid projects LEAA's Louisiana representative said 
that State plans are general because they are Intended to serve as 
guides and not line-item budgets He explalned that the purpose of 
the plan 1s to provide comprehensive programs to meet the State's maJor 
law enforcement needs so that local law enforcement agencies can apply 
for pro-jects. Because most proJects would qualify for funding under a 
general plan, it would appear to be dlfflcult to use a general plan as 
an orderly guide for actlon This would seem particularly true in States 
where we noted that prolects are approved on a first-come-first-served 
basis. 

CARRYOVER OF UNOBLIGATED 
PLANNING GRANT FUNDS 

In September 1970, LEAA announced the results of an analysis which 
showed an "alarmingly high" level of non-utlllzed 1970 planning grant 
funds. The amount-- about $7 7 mllllon--prompted LEAA to revise Its 
guldellnes for the carryover of such funds Prior to fiscal year 1971, 
unobligated planning funds could be carried over for 1 year and the 
amount of funds that could be carried over was unllmlted. BegInnIng 
with the funds awarded in fiscal year 1971, however, unobligated funds 
were available only for the first 6 months of the succeeding fiscal 
year, and the amount that could be carried over was llmlted to 15 per- 
cent of the amount the State had budgeted for obllgatlon 

Our analysis of the status of the fiscal year 1971 planning funds 
provided under part B of the act showed that the SPAS had carried over 
about $5.4 mllllon Our analysis of avallable data showed that, although 
the amount of the carryover decreased, 26 of the SPAS reported a higher 
carryover in fiscal year 1971 than they had In fiscal year 1970. On 
June 9, 1972, after our analysis, we wrote to LEAA's Assistant Admlnls- 
trator, Office of Crlmlnal Justice Assistance, to lnqulre Into LEAA's 
practrce of allowlng SPAS to carry forward unobligated planning grant 
funds to the next fiscal year. 

The Assistant Admlnlstrator, by letter dated September 7, 1972, stated 
that LEAA shared our concern over the amount of planning funds carried 
over by the SPAS and that LEAA would take measures to reduce the amount 
carried over to fiscal year 197L 

We subsequently revlewed the States' evperlence with planning funds 
for fiscal years 1972 and 1973 carried over to fiscal years 1973 and 1974, 
respectrvely. About $6.4 mllllon of fiscal year 1972 planning funds, or 
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about 18 percent of the funds awarded, were carrred over to fiscal 
year 1973 Twenty-four States carried over more than I.5 percent of 
therr fiscal year 1972 funds to fnscal year 1973 

Revised lnstructlons were Issued by LEAA In February 1973 requlrlng 
SPAS to make a concerted effort to reduce the amount of planning funds 
carried over. Effective with the fiscal year 1974 planning grant awards, 
an LEAA regional admlnlstrator could approve a carryover of up to 15 per- 
cent of the State's fiscal year 1973 plgnnlng grant funds to fiscal year 
L974 if he was satxsfled with the efforts of an SPA in reducing its carry- 
over. Funds in excess of 15 percent were to be returned to LEAA. 

Notwithstanding this policy, LEAA allowed four States to carryover 
more than 15 percent of their fiscal year 1973 planning funds to fiscal 
year 1974. Based on figures supplled by LEAA, we determlned that about 
28 States will carryover exactly 15 percent of their fiscal 1973 planning 
funds to fiscal year 1974. Approximately $6 3 m-Llllon, or 33 percent, of 
all fiscal year 1973 planning funds were carried forward to fiscal year 
1974 

However, LEAA planning carryovers have decreased annually since 
fiscal year 1970 as a percentage of funds awarded as shown below. 

Fiscal 
year 

Carryover to 
Total planning succeeding fiscal Percent of carryover 
grants awarded year to total funds 

(millions) (millions) awarded 

1970 $21 $7.7 37% 

1971 26 5.4 21% 

1972 35 6.4 18% 

1973 50 6.3 13% 

Effective with the fiscal year 1975 awards, regional admlnrstrators 
say approve carryovers amounting to not more than one-twelfth (8.3 per- 
cent) of the State's previous fiscal year planning award Enforcement 
of the present guldellnes ~111 further reduce the amount of funds carried 
over to the succeeding fiscal year 



CONCLUSIONS 

We belleve that the States have recognrzed comprehensive planning 
as a problem area and are attemptlng to cope wrth It. As previously 
mentioned, the States included in our review were attemptrng to improve 
their plannmg. For example* . 

--Pennsylvania was successful ln encouraging the reglonal 
units to hire professional planning staffs. 

B  --Mlchrgan recognized that its earlier planning had only 
been a mlnrmum effort basically aimed at establlshlng 
the financial and admrnlstratrve framework necessary to 
insure adequate safeguards Therefore, It has taken 
measures to rmprove Its planrung process by requestrng 
consultant assistance In long-range planning. 

--LouIslana adopted our suggestion of allocating a speclfrc 
block grant of funds to each reglonal planning unit A 
Louisiana offrclal stated that this policy resulted In 
marked improvement rn preparation of their fiscal year 1974 
State plan and has been of prime importance In strengthening 
their comprehensive planning effort. 

--Texas started to drssemlnate lnformatron on successful 
plannrng techniques to crlmrnal Justice coordinators As 
often as IS consrdered practical, the coordinators are 
lnvzted to the SPA office for consultation 1.n planning 
and other actrvltles Also, the State instituted an 
orientation program for newly employed criminal JustIce 
coordinators in April 1972 and provided a series of three 
2-day seminars In crime-specific planning beglnnrng In the 
sprrng of 1973. 

--Wlsconsln establlshed a commrttee on regional planning to 

t 
examine into various aspects of the plannrng process 

Also, we believe that there 1s a continuing need to develop more 
in depth planning below the SPA level The statement that local needs 
are obvious may have been a valid one rn many instances, but as the 
program continues, more of the obvious needs will have been met. 
Accordingly, in depth planning should be emphasized so that LEAA funds 
will be used where they are most needed. 
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Based on our work we suggested in July 1973 that LEAA encourage 
and assist the States in developing an improved planning capability 
below the SPA level. We also suggested that LEAA consider assisting 
the States in developing and presenting training courses designed to 
provide regional coordinators and other local officials with a know- 
ledge of what their role should be and how to accomplish it 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND 
OUR EVALUATION o-. 

In October 1973, the Department of Justice told us it generally 
concurred with our suggestion that encouragement and assistance be 
given the States in developing an improved criminal Justice planning 
capablllty below the SPA level It pointed out that the States have 
recognized the need for planning at the regional level, but a serious 
lack of crxminal Justice planning professionals had made the upgrading 
of planning staffs a very slow process. It said, however, that the 
avallabrlity of comprehensave law enforcement planners has increased 
over the past 2 years because of training in the fundamentals of crime 
orlented planning 

We were told that while the Department recognized that there is 
room for improvement in the development of State criminal Justice plans, 
it did not agree that the dollar value of approved deviations provided 
any reliable measure of good or bad planning practices In the States 
reviewed. 

Concerning deviations, we are not attempting to state that because 
there were deviations there was poor planning We believe, however, 
that the manner in which many of the earlier plans were developed con- 
trrbuted to the significant amount of deviations noted in our review. 
In analyzing deviations, we agree that one would find many reasons for 
their presence and that some would be indicative of good management 
It 1s also our view, however, that, particularly in the earlier years 
of the program, some deviations would have been indicative of poor 
planning. 

f 

I  
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We appreciate the cooperation extended to us by LEAA and SPA 
offlclals during our review We would be pleased to discuss the 
report with you or members of your staff If you believe 1.t would be 
beneflclal 

Sincerely yours, 

Daniel F. Stanton 
Assnstant Director 
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